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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . The office action is in replay to an amendment filed on 08/27/20 1 0.Claims 1 , 4 and 1 8 
have been amended. Claims 1-5 and 18-24 are pending. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-5 and 18-24 have been considered but are 
not persuasive. In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the 
references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by combining or 
modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention where there is some 
teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found cither in the references themselves or in the 
knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 

5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) and In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 
1992). In this case, .It would modify in order to provide a method and system for limiting the 
interference of a background process with a foreground process. Applicant argued that the 
combination of Sinha and Douceur does not explicitly teach or suggest "calculating, on each task 
change between a first program module switching from foreground to background and a second 
program module switching from background to foreground, a signature of at least part of the 
second program module instruction lines". The examiner disagree and points out the 
combination of Sinha and Douceur does not explicitly teach calculating, on each task change 
between a first program module and a second program module of CPU (See Sinha col. 7 line 67 
through col. 8 line 3 and col. 14 lines 18-24 and claims l-2(i.e., execution identifying and first 

6 second program module having distinct execution-identifying signature)), a signature of 
at least part of the program module instruction lines and each signature being associated with a 
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program identifier (See col. 4 lines 28-34 and col. 13 lines 33-39(i.e., generate unique identifier 
for program module )).The combination of Sinha and Douceur teach switching from 
foreground to background and switching from background to foreground, a signature of at least 
part of the second program module instruction lines(See Douceur 0005-0008,0036,0064-0065 
and Fig 5(i.e., interference of a background process with a foreground process)). Applicant 
also argued that "a processor of multitask execution of several programs, each of the several 
programs being different from each other exploiting a table of correspondence, each 
correspondence being associated with an identifier of the involved program, comprising means 
for calculating a current signature, and means for comparing this signature with the identifier of 
the program stored in the correspondence table". The combination of Sinha and Douceur teach a 
processor of multitask execution of several programs, each of the several programs being 
different from each other exploiting a table of correspondence, each correspondence being 
associated with an identifier of the involved program, comprising means for calculating a current 
signature, and means for comparing this signature with the identifier of the program stored in the 
correspondence table (See Sinha col.7 line 67 through col. 8 line 3 and col. 14 lines 18-24).The 
combination of Sinha and Douceur also teaches each of the several programs being different 
from each other(See Douceur 0005-0008,0019,0038 and Fig 5).The applicant argued that the 
combination of Sinha and Douceur does not teach or suggest " executing, at CPU, a plurality of 
programs simultaneously, each program having a unique signature calculated when first 
executed; wherein each program includes currently-executing tasks that change between a 
foreground and a background at the CPU; calculating, on each task change, a new signature of at 
least part of program instruction lines for the program associated with the task; and checking the 
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conformity of new signature with the unique signature ".The examiner disagree and pints out the 
combination of Sinha and Douceur teaches executing, at CPU, a plurality of programs 
simultaneously, each program having a unique signature calculated when first executed(See 
Sinha col.4 liens 28-34 and col. 13 lines 33-39(i.e. generate unique identifier for program 
module)); wherein each program includes currently-executing tasks that change between a 
foreground and a background at the CPU(See Douceur 0005-0008,0036,0064-0065 and Fig 
5(i.e., interference of a background process with a foreground process)); calculating, on each 
task change, a new signature of at least part of program instruction lines for the program 
associated with the task(See Sinha col. 7 line 67 through col. 8 line 3 and col. 14 lines 18-24(i.e., 
execution identifying)); and checking the conformity of new signature with the unique 
signature(See Sinha col. 10 lines 11-15 and col. 14 lines 18-24(i.e., comparing integrity 
signatures)). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 



4. Claims 1-5 and 18-24 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sinha 
et al (hereinafter referred as Sinha) US Patent No 7,346,780 B2 in view of Douceur et al 
(hereinafter referred as Douceur) US Pub No US 2005/0132375 Al . 
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5. As per claim 1 : Sinha discloses a method for authorizing an access to a table of address 
correspondence between a multitask CPU and at least one memory containing several programs, 
comprising calculating, on each task change between a first program module and a second 
program module of the CPU (See col. 7 line 67 through col. 8 line 3 and col. 14 lines 18-24 and 
claims 1-2 (i.e., execution identifying and first & second program module having distinct 
execution-identifying signature))), a signature of at least part of the program instruction lines, 
and each signature being associated with a program identifier (See col. 4 lines 28-34 and col. 13 
lines 33-39(i.e., generate unique identifier for program module));checking the conformity of this 
signature with a signature recorded upon previous execution of the involved program(See col. 10 
lines 11-15 and col. 14 lines 18-24(i.e., comparing integrity signatures)). 

Sinha does not explicitly teach switching from foreground to background and switching 
form background to foreground, a signature of at least part of the second program module 
instruction lines (See 0005-0008, 0036, 0064-0065 and Fig 5(i.e., interference of a background 
process with a foreground process)). 

However Douceur teaches switching from foreground to background and switching form 
background to foreground, a signature of at least part of the second program module instruction 
lines (See 0005-0008, 0036, 0064-0065 and Fig 5). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to employ the teaching method of Douceur within Sinha method in order to 
provide a method and system for limiting the interference of a background process with a 
foreground process. 
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6. As per claim 2: the combination of Sinha and Douceur discloses the method wherein said 
signature is calculated by the implementation of a Hash function (See Sinha col. 1 1 lines 50-66). 

7. As per claim 3 : the combination of Sinha and Douceur discloses the method wherein said 
memory is a RAM in which are loaded program lines from a mass storage (See Sinha col. 19 
lines 50-59 and col. 20 lines 24-34). 

8. As per claim 4: Sinha discloses a processor of multitask execution of several programs, 
exploiting a table of correspondence between virtual addresses of the lines of the different 
programs and physical addresses of these lines in at least one memory, each correspondence 
being associated with an identifier of the involved program when executed, comprising means 
for calculating a current signature based on at least part of the program lines in said memory (See 
col. 10 lines 11-15 and col. 14 lines 18-24), and means for comparing this signature with the 
identifier of the program stored in the correspondence table(See col. 7 line 67 through col. 8 line 
3 and col. 14 lines 18-24). 

Sinha does not explicitly teach each of the several programs being different from each 

other. 

However Douceur teaches each of the several programs being different from each other 
(See 0005-0008, 0019, 0038 and Fig 5) 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to employ the teaching method of Douceur within Sinha method in order to 
execute several application on the same time in order to faster the execution time. 
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9. As per claim 5 : the combination of Sinha and Douceur discloses the processor wherein 
the identity of the signature and of the program identifier allows the CPU to execute the 
instruction of the involved program (See Sinha col. 4 lines 28-34 and col. 13 lines 33-39). 

10. As per claim 18: Sinha discloses a method comprising: executing a plurality of programs, 
each having a unique signature at a CPU, wherein each program includes currently-executing 
tasks that change at the CPU(See col. 4 lines 28-34 and col. 13 lines 33-39(i.e., generate unique 
identifier for program module)); calculating, on each task change, a new signature of at least 
part of program instruction lines for the program associated with the task(See col. 7 line 67 
through col. 8 line 3 and col. 14 lines 18-24(i.e., execution identifying)); and checking the 
conformity of the new signature with a unique signature(See col. 10 lines 11-15 and col. 14 lines 
18-24(i.e., comparing integrity signatures) ). 

Sinha does not explicitly teach executing, at CPU, a plurality of programs 
simultaneously, each program having a unique signature (See 0005-0008, 0019, 0038 and Fig 5); 
switching from foreground to background and switching form background to foreground, a 
signature of at least part of the second program module instruction lines (See 0005-0008, 0036, 
0064-0065 and Fig 5(i.e., interference of a background process with a foreground process)). 

However Douceur teaches switching from foreground to background and switching form 
background to foreground, a signature of at least part of the second program module instruction 
lines (See 0005-0008, 0036, 0064-0065 and Fig 5). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to employ the teaching method of Douceur within Sinha method in order to 
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provide a method and system for limiting the interference of a background process with a 
foreground process. 

11. As per claim 19: the combination of Sinha and Douceur discloses the method wherein 
each signature is calculated by the implementation of a hash function (See Sinha col. 1 1 lines 50- 
66). 

12. As per claim 20: the combination of Sinha and Douceur discloses the method further 
comprising suspending execution of a program if the new signature and the unique signature do 
not conform(See Sinha col. 10 lines 11-15 and col. 14 lines 18-24). 

13. As per claim 21 : the combination of Sinha and Douceur discloses the method further 
comprising storing the new signature in a memory (See Sinha col. 13 lines 33-39 and col. 20 
lines 24-34); and checking the conformity of a next new signature with the stored new signature 
at the next task change associated with the program (See Sinha col. 10 lines 11-15 and col. 14 
lines 18-24). 

14. As per claim 22: the combination of Sinha and Douceur discloses the method further 
comprising establishing the unique signature when the associated program is first executed(See 
Sinha col. 13 lines 33-39). 

15. As per claim 23: the combination of Sinha and Douceur discloses the method further 
comprising storing the unique signature in a memory (See Sinha col. 13 lines 33-39 and col. 20 
lines 24-34); and checking the conformity of a next new signature with the stored unique 
signature at the next task change associated with the program (See Sinha col. 10 lines 11-15 and 
col. 14 lines 18-24). 
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16. As per claim 24: the combination of Sinha and Douceur discloses the method further 
comprising storing the new signature in a memory in response to a first task change (See Sinha 
col. 13 lines 33-39 and col. 20 lines 24-34); and checking the conformity of the new signature 
with the unique signature in response to a second task change (See Sinha col. 10 lines 11-15 and 
col. 14 lines 18-24). 

Conclusion 

17. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
/Nasser Moazzami/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2436will expire on the date the advisory action is 
mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing 
date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Fikremariam Yalew whose telephone number is 5712723852. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 9-5. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Moazzami Nasser can be reached on 571-272-4195. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Fikremariam Yalew/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2436 
11/01/2010 



/Nasser Moazzami/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2436 



